Dear Harold: 


9 March 1973 


lour 80, 8^ and 85 are here, and we’re glad to hear about 
your triumph with the Court of Appeals. I hope you'll forgive me, but 
I cannot recall precisely what it was you sued to see — I'm sure it was 
for the results of spectrographic tests of some sort, but tests of what 
I pimply canft t recall, and the files are so think that I simply don't have 
time to dig into them and start looking. 

Regarding your long letter of March 7 (85), that was in repjly 

to ouri of March 2, offering some thoughts on your present problem, the one 
involving a possible visitor. When I wrote that, I was just enough concerned 
about the fact that 80 had not shown up that I undoubtedly managed to be 
obscure and not make myself clear. To the extent, I tiling, that you may 
have missed a coujble of points I was trying to make. The first is that 
the original assignaant, if there was one, was not directed at JG but 
at you. JG they knew all about, from Bethell and people like that, and 
they knew how to stop, him.. Their problem was to find out what really might 

be cooking, how much really had been found out, and where things were leading. 
You were the natural target. If there is a reassignment , it is because 
the assigners have some idea of how much you have been feeding toarious 
investigators in the shuimen case but need to know more about what you 
are doing, how much you really know or have guessed or figured out, and 
where you are heading. The minimum assignment woujd be to find out these 
things, the maximum to put a stop to your activities in one way or another, 
or at least get you so tied up in extraneous matters that you'll be slowed 
to ineffectuality. You are correct: the assignee is no wether. That's 

you. The r lead sheep, the one to watch and the one through whom to control 
the flock. The assignee is the bell that lets the shepherd know where 
the wether — and the flock — is headed. If nothing else, Gray's 
testimony has revealed how vital such information must be to those who need 
to know* Like you, we can't figure him out, and will just have to wait 
and see how it comes out. 

Some more points in your 7 March letter: It seems here perfectly 

natural for the would-be visitor to be mainly curious about Lil. Lil is 
the unknown quantity in your equation. You are known. 

As for your inability to recall ever having been maneuvered, it 
seems here that if you ever have been, your present preoccupation and 
devotion of time to this problem is probably the best example. 

You mention an apparently complete disinterest in sex in earlier 
times, in great contrast with a more recent apparently intense drive or 
interest, I suggest this fits- with your impression of our friend having 
been on drugs during your earlier encounters, and the current story that 
we've kicked the habit. Depends on the drug, of course, but the 
usual narcotics are supposed to erase the sex drive. Don't know about 
speed, which I think is what you mentioned. 

If the visitor shows up, there should be money, even if the arrival 
is accompanied by a tale of hitchhiking. No need to fly. 

On the whole, we have the impression that you had no need for what 

we have said, but that you wanted to confirm some of your own impressions. 

We are both concerned , feel ^hat there probably is considerable purpose 
in what's been going on, and that at a minimum one should act on such a 
presumption, which you seem to be .doing. 

Peanutbutter on bagels ? Sacrilege, like catsup on eh'ao mien! 

May a merciful Providence preserve us all! Best, , , 



